o e

SE NIE 4-63
cONTR#ED DISSEM 28 June 1963

NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE
; NUMBER 4-63

1
! : }

leellhood and Conséquences of a

2 Prohferahon of Nuclear Weapons
a . Systems |

{
|

r
| | :
; ! | . : : Submitted by the - .
‘ ? . | - DIR}ECTOR OF CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE
| ‘ P ‘ Concurred in by the
| X : UNITED STATES INTELLIGENCE BOARD

' ‘ As indicated overleaf
| | 28 JUNE 1963 -

APPROVED FOR RELEASE
DATE: MAY 2001

| SE
W (4] -
« CONTRZ#ED DISSEM N¢ 420




i
i
.
§
I
1
f
I
!

The following intelligence orgamzaﬂons participated in the preparation of
this estimate: ; |

The Central Intelligence Agency and the intelligence orgamzohons of the Deport-
ments of Stote, DoGenso, 'he Army, the Navy, the Air Force, AEC, and NSA.

Concurring:
Director of Intelligence und Research, Department of State
Director, Defense Intelligence Agency
Assistant Chief of Staft for Intelligence, Department of the Army
Assistant Chief of Naval Operahons (Intelligence), Department of the Navy
Assistant Chief of Staff, Intelligence, USAF
Director for Intelligence, Joint Staff
The Atomic Energy Commission Representative to the USIB
Director of the National Security Agency
Abstaining: 1 [
The Assistant Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, the subject being outside
-of his jurisdiction.

1
|
l
\ ! WARNING .

This material contalns Informahon affecting the National Defense of the United States
within the meaning of the espionage laws, Title 18, USC, Secs. 793 and 794, the trans-
mission or revelation of which in any manner to an unauthorized person Is prohibited.

[

GROUP 1
Excluded frem automatie
downgrading ond
declassification

!

APPROVED FOR RELEASE
DATE: MAY 2001




l
o
l
i
|

'
i

r
|
|

o tNATlONAL INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE‘ |

NUMBER 4-63 'i

1

Lnkehhood. ard Consequences oF a

Prohfercmon of Nuclear Weapons

1

|
|

I
|
1
|
[
|
|

Systems

APPROVED FOR RELEASE
DATE: MAY 2001




!
i
1
1

TABLE OF CONTENTS

: P Page
THE PROBLEM ... . e i e 1
CONCLUSIONS . . ..\ . 1
DISCUSSION . ... .. S e 5
1. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS BEARING ON NUCLEAR PRO-
LIFERATIONi .......................................... 5
II. CAPABILITIES AND INTENTIONS OF PO’I‘EN’I’IAﬁ, CLEAR
CANDIDATES .. ...\ oo, m:gif ....... 6
A. The Status of the Eight Candidates . ... .. ... (1] 7
" Communist China ... ... ... ... I
I
!
|
| (hin
+ (h)(3)
| (s)
.l (‘A
.“ B. A apecuu \;us[c ........................................
III IMPLICATIONS OF THE 8U CCESS OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS 13
....... TR RR S
Woe . WPne Irehch Program and the Problem of European Nuclear
' Dmuslon .............................................. 15
IvV. POLICIES AND A'I'I'ITUDES OF THE MAJOR NUCLEAR
POWERS TOWARD PROLIFERATION .................. ... 18
A. The Soviet Attitude Toward Proliferation P 16
B. The British Attitude Toward Proliferation ............. ... 17
~C. The French Attitude Toward Proliferation ........... .. ... 17
V. THE IMPLICA ONS OF A NONDIFFUSION AGREEMENT A
ME TEST BAN, OR NUCLEAR FREE ZONES FOR NUCLEAR
PROLIFERATION ...................................... 17
VI BROAD IMPLICIATIONS OF. NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION . ...... 18 .
ANNEX A ESTIMATED COSTS OF DEVELOPING AN OPERA-
; , TIONAL NUCLEAR CAPABILITY . .. .. .. ... .. 23
’ ’ APPROVED FOR RELEASE

DATE: MAY 2001



LIKELIHOOD AND CONSEQUENCES
OF A PROLIFERATION OF NUCLEAR
WFAPONS SYSTEMS

|
THE PROBLEM |
To estimate the capabilities and intentions of additional
countries to develop and produce nuclear weapons and com-
patible delivery systems over the next decade; and fo estimate
the consequences thereof.

CONCLUSIONS

A. With the increasing availability of uranium, and nuclear
technology and technicians, the development of a nminimal nu-
clear weapons capability has come increasingly within the reach
of nonnuclear states. A program for one or two low-yield fission
weapons a year would cost, through the first detonation, about
$140-$180 million and some $20-$30 million a year thereafter.
However, costs rise steeply for more than a minimal program
and become very iarge when advanced delivery systems and
compatible weapons are required. Political and military con-
siderations are hkely to prove more important in determining
the pace and scope of nuclear diffusion than differences in na-
tional wealth and technical skill. Where the motivation is strong
enough, a country mxght attempt to overcome a lack of nativ2
resources by importing materials, technology, and technicians,
or even weapons themselves (Paras. 1-6)

B We believe that eight countries, in addition to France, have
the physical and financial resources to develop an operational
nuclesr capability (weapons and means of delivery) over the
next decadé.é However, we believe that only Communist China
h_es actually started a weapons program. The Chinese may be
oo V2
! : : ¢l
! KPPBGVED FOR RELEASE
DATE: MAY 2001




SE

able to detonate a first nuclear device by early 1964, but a more
likely date is late 1964 or beyond. Approximately two years after
a test the Chinese could probably produce their first crude fission

weapon. | I

(b1
(h)(3)
(8]

They will,
however, almost certainly continue development OI their peace-
ful nuclear programs, some to a point which would significantly
reduce the time required to carry through a weapons program.
(Paras. 7-21)

C. We do not believe that the explosion of a first device, or
even the acquisition of a limited nuclear weapons capability, would
produce major changes in Communist China’s foreign policy in
the sense that the Chinese would adopt a general policy of open
military aggression, or even become willing to take significantly
greater military risks. It would, however, increase Chinese self-
confidence and prestige and reinforce their efforts to achieve
Asian hegemony through political pressures and the indirect sup-
port of local “wars of liberation.” India probably would not em-
bark on a nuclear weapons program on the basis of .a Chinese
‘detonation of a nuclear devicer'g

(b1l
(hi(3]
(S)

r—

~~ D: The French force has as its primary pj.lrpose héightening
French ?_restige and assisting France to assume leadership of
a Europe| e

¥ (111€ Ially LUuro-

peans are in general sympathy with de (aulle’s objectives, they
also fear that the French program will stimulate further nuclear
proliferation, erode the NATO concept, and perhaps most im-
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portant, lead to German acquisition of nuclear weapons. We
believe, however, that the Germans will limit themselves to peace-
ful nuclear programs over the next few years.

E. |We believe that the USSR desires to prevent the diffusion
of nuclear weapons, but that this desire will not prove so strong
as to produce1 ajor changes in its policy. The Soviets have thus
far proved unwilling to conclude nondiffusion agreements save
on unacceptable terms. Even if the Soviets conclude that West

Germany was moving toward a nuclear status, they would prob-

ably not make radical changes in their policy, but employ instead
a miiture of| threats, appeals, and proposals for regional dis-
armament. (Paras. 38-41) o ,

F. | Even if !the US, the UK, and the USSR could agree on terms
of a nondiffusion agreement, Communist China would almost
certainly rg‘dse to sign, N o
B |Nevertheless, the very existence of such an agree-
ment would 1nhibit other nonsignatories and reinforce internal
opposition where it already existed. A comprehensive nuclear
test ban treaty would impose serious limitations on the develop-
ment of nucleiar capabilities by nonnuclear signatories but would
be subject to many of the same difficulties as a nondiffusion agree-
ment, (Paras. 44-46)

G. : In strictly military terms, the nuclear proliferation likely
to occur over the next 10 years will almost certainly not upset
global powerlrelations nor do we believe it will produce majer
realignments'in the relations of states. The impact will be in
the political and psychological effects of the existence of such
new weapons, the greater unpredictability of relations within
and between alliance systems, and the possibility that hostilities
arising out of existing or future controversies could escalate into
a serious copfrontation involving the major powers. (Paras.

47-48) |

H. The possession of nuclear weapons may encourage & new
nuclear power to pursue policies which might result in a local
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crisis, but the possibility that such weapons could be used will
almost certainly introduce a strong element of prudence into
the calculations of regional enemies. As the number of countries
with nuclear weapons programs increases, the likelihood of acci-
dental detonation of weapons will also rise, particularly vecause
safety measures are expensive and temptingly easy to dispense
with. An unintentional nuclear explosion in some circum-
stances might even touch off a nuclear exchange, though we
believe the major nuclear powers would react cautiously to such
an accident. A serious nuclear reactor accident or a nuclear
weapons detonation established as unintentional would almost
certainly intensify domestic opposition to the country’s nuclear
weapons program, and would cause other governments consider-
ing a weapons program to hesitate. If US nuclear forces were
stationed in the area concerned, there might be considerable
regional pressure for their withdrawal. (Paras. §0-54)
i ' |
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;?ISCUSSION

t . .
l| GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS BEARING ON NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

| e

i1, Twenty-one yeaitrs after the beginning of the atomic age, the world
has clearly entered |a period in which the prerequisites for developing
at least 2 miniinum nuclear weapons program are becoming increasingly
available to nonnuclear states. This condition has been created by a
wide diffusion of basic knowledge and technical skills and by easier
access to the necessary materials. Natural uranium, once a scarce
and tightly. controlled commodity, is now considerably easier to obtain.
The plutonium route to a weapons program has become a well marked
trail, and one which in its earlier stages is scarcely distinguishable from
a purely peaceful program. There are already more than a hundred
reactors, most of the small research variety, now operational or under
construction in the nonnuclear states. A growing number of techniclans,
both native and imported, are available to any country interested in
a nuclear prograni, |

2. Cost is becoming less a barrier to the acquisition of nuclear weapons
as fissionable materials become more plentiful and the spread of in-
formation lessens the likelihood of expensive mistakes. The cost of
a weapons program will vary considerably, depending upon the level
of technical and economic development of the country involved and the
size and type of weapons program desired. Regardless of expenditure,
countries which do not have a substantial technological base cannot
produce nuclear weapons without considerable assistance from foreign
sources. For countries possessing an adequate technological base, how-
ever, a minimum program for producing one or two low-yleld fission
weapons per year would cost $140-$180 million to produce the first
detonation, and $20-$30 million a year thereafter.

3. Once a country attempts more than a minimum program, the costs
‘begin to rise steeplv. For example, the initial cost of & program leading
to the production of 15-30 fission weapons per year is probably about
$600-$700 million to achieve the detonation of a first device, plus sub-
sequent, annual operating expenses of $70-$100 million. The costs of
a substantial capability, including sophisticated delivery vehicles, com-
patible weapons packages, and tne production of U-235, can become

AL e FR

. 4, It must also be kept In mind that a lack of suitable test sites
could present difficult problems for some countries. An untested weapon
would be of pncertaln reliability unless a country were supplied with
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detailed designs of previously tested weapons. - It is unlikely, therefore,
that any country would stockpile weapons of original design without
first having conducted tests, except under the most unusual and press-
ing circumstances. In any event, refinement of warheads for sophisti-
cated weapons systems would require testing. While underground test-
ing could be a feasible solution in some instances, such testing would
add costs, involve considerable time delays, and reduce diagnostic returns,

|
5. Technical and economic factors help establish limits to the possible
proliferation of nuclear weapons, but actual decisions will depend on
political and military considerations as well. Indeed, national differ-
ences in political determination and strategic objectives are likely to
prove more important in détermining the pace and content of nuclear
diffusion than differences ln: national wealth and technical skill. More-
over, political and military considerations will weigh heavily in decisions
as to the size and sophistication of weapons programs. Thus, a country
such as France may be satisfied only by the development of weapons

systems which enable it tol
strengthen its position in |

6. A country considering the acquisition oI nucicar weapons must
take into account its potential enemies and the kind of weapons systems
it belleves will be necessary to deter or deal with them. It must decide
whether it has strategic requirements, political pretensions, or territorial
ambitioris which it believes can only be served by the acquisition of
nuclear weapons. More broadly, it must estimate the probable impact
of the weapons program it can afford on its national prestige and its
influence within existing alliances. No matter how attractive the pros-

“share” in deterring thg USSR, and which

nternational councils. -

(htnl
(h)(3) .
(S)

pects for a nuclear ‘programi may appear, they must be balanced against

whatever doubts a country
stitute a prudent form of defense expenditure and against other sober-
ing considerations such asi possible domestic resistance to a weapons
program, The weight of arguments pro and con may change as the
scope and concomitant financial demands of the program become clearer
through experience (e.g., the British experience with strategic missiles),
and as the political and strajategic situation changes.

Il. CAPABILITIES AND INTENTIONS OF POTENTIAL NUCLEAR

CANDIDATES !

7. We belleve that eight countries in addition to France and the three
major nuclear powers have the physical and financial resources to
develop an operational nuclear capability (weapons and means of
delivery) within the next decade, Table 1 lists these eight countries
and the probable time periods they would require to explode a nuclear
device after a decislon to go ahead. Of these eight nations, we believe
that only Communist China has actually embarked on a nuclear weap-

6 i M

might have whether nuclear weapons con-.
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Thus fat the remaining COuNtries nave limivea
eIt Ucitar piogianoto demonstrably peaceful purposes, although b1
we assume that they are not ignorlng possible military applicatlons (b3

ons program —

| A. The S'ufus of the Eight Candidates

‘{ Commumsf China

8. The Communist Chinese appear {o have given a very high priorlty
‘to their nuclear weapons program for a number of years and, despite
| serious difficulties occasioned by the cutoff of Soviet ascistance and
.| domestic | economl'c problems, are likely to continue to press ahead.
.| Our evidence with respect to Communist China's nuclear program is
_ ,lnsumcient howevar. to make a confident judgment about the likely ,
.1 date of a first nuclear zxplosion (i)

(hi(3]
(81
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9. Approximately two years after a test the Chinese could probably
produce their first ‘crude ﬁz?sion weapon. To deliver this weapon, the i
Chinese would be forced to rely for the next few years on sonie 15 anti- (hi3)
quated TU-4s (BULL) or ;tm their two TU-16 jet medivm bombers (S)
(BADGER). We believe that the Chinese Communists will probably -
nct develop a missile system (medium range) until the late 1960s. In
order to obtain a slgniﬂcaxit capability in the nuclear weapons field,
the Chinese Communists will require a larger plutonium production
capacity than we know to exist and facilities for the production of
weapon-grade U-~235.

o
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General | R ni '
22, Certain generé.lizatio are possible concerning the countries just
dlscussed.§ Communist Chix'mr gonly time and self-
imposed restraints stand in| the way of tneir acquiring some kind of
nuclear weapons capability.| These restraints largely derive from one
or more of the following: opposition either internal or external, con-
siderations of cost, and the lalck of strong positive motivation to proceed.
We cannot exclude the possibility that events which we cannot now fore-
1 see will remove these restraints upon some of the countries. Moreover,
nuclear policies will continue to be affected by intangibles difficult to
assess, such as prestige, and subject to pressures which a government
| might not be able to resist, je.g., public opinion which became aroused
b because a prespective enemy had acquired weapons. -

!

f | Bl ; ' H t : P !

| 23. All the count.xE'ies whickh we have considered possible but unlikely
i candidates are éngaged in peaceful nuclear programs. Some have ap-
|

|

|

i

proached| the pdint’ where tlhey will have all the facilities required to .
undertake & nuciear weapons program in the event that a decision were
made to do so, and the others will reach this position over the next few
years. Thus, a situation will arise in which there could be a rapid in-
crease in the number of countries possessing nuclear weapons should the
restralntsf now opere;tting cease to be effective. i '
| I ‘ ;
B. A Spec:iul Case ! o ' -
. 24. The proureration of nuclear weapons would not necessarily be (N
‘ restricted to countries which possess the skills, resources and know-how (b1(3)
to produce them independently. Where the motivation is sufficiently (s
strong, a country may attempt to acquire weapons by tapping the qan-
power and industry of othier countries or even by direct transfer. .

IR
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lil. IMPLICATIONS OF THE SUCCESS OF SPECIFIC PROGRAMS

A. Communist Chinaf

25. We do not believe that the explosion of a first device, or even the
acquisition of a limited nuclear weapons capability, would produce major
changes in Communist China’s foreign policy in the sense that the
Chinese would adopt a general policy of open military aggression, or
even become willing to take significantly greater military risks. China’s
leaders would recognize that their limited capabilities had not altered
the real power balance among the major states and could not do so in
the foreseeable future. In particular, they would recognize that they
remained unable either to remove or neutralize the US presence in Asia.

26. Nevertheless, the Chinese would feel very much stronger and this
mood would doubtless be reflected in their approach to conflicts on their
periphery. They would probably feel that the US would be more re-
luctant to intervene on the Asian mainland and thus the tone of Chinese
policy would probably become more assertive Further, their possession
of nuclear weapons would reinforce their efforts to achieve Asian he-
gemony through political pressures and the indirect support of local
“wars of liberation.” Such tactics would probably acquire greater ef-
fectiveness, since the Chinese feat would have a profound impact on
neighboring governments and peoples. It would alter the latter’s sense
of the relations of power, even if it made little immediate change in the
realities of power, and to a greater or lesser degree would probably
result in increased pressures to accommodate to Chinese demands.

i 27. Communist Clhina's success in the nuclear weapons field will give .
significant weight to the arguments of those Indians who are convinced
that India at some| point must have its own nuclear capability if it is
to avoid bending to Communist Chinese pressure or being forced into
excessive dependenée on external support. It is indeed possible that
these arguments could prevail and that India would embark on such a
program. On balance, however, we do not believe India will make (b
the decision for weapons development on the basis cf the Chinese detona- (3]
tion ofanucleardevfice[' ee————, ] (s

: | : )

. } * The Acting Director of Intelligence And Research, Department of State, believes
that there is insufficient evidence to warrant such a definite statement about

the Chinese appmlsa§ of our intentions and that the statement is somewhat
. Inconsistent with pa;amph 28. ' . o

ST 3§ . -
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- 28. The Japanese might feel an increased sense of pressure after the

Chinese acquire nuclear weapons and opt for developing their nuclear

program to a point;where they would be on the threshold of a weapons

capability. But they would be much more reletani to cross that

threshold than most other countries The Japal.ese have particularly

strong psychological inhibitilons against the acquisition of nuclear weap-

ons and will thus probably continue to rely on the US for support and

protection ' i : : , |

— | §
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C. The French Program and the Problem of European Nuclear Diffusion

32. The French nuclear weapons program is very much an instru-
ment of President de Gaulle’s foreign policy, and a rather effective one.
"He has been frank to admit that France cannot hope to achieve more
than a modest capability in comparison to that of the US or the USSR.
The primary purpose of the French force is to heighten French prestige
and status on the continent and thereby assist France to assume leader-
ship of a Europe. less dependent on the US and with a voice in the
. management and control of Western nuclear power. The French pro-
gram will appeal to those in Europe, at present relatively few, who have
qualms about the firmness and the duration of the US commitment
to the nuclear defense of Europe. '

33. Thus far France's European Allies have avoided confronting de

'Gaulle on the question of the French nuclear program. Their reaction

has b2en ambivalent. While many Europeans are in general sympathy

‘with de Gaulle’s challenge to US dominance of the alliance, they are
also fearful that the existence of an independent French nuclear force
will increase the likelihood of further nuclear proliferation, further erode
.the NATO concept and, perhaps most important, provide the vehicle
for German acqulsitlon of nuclear weapons.

., 34. The French|realize that if they are to have nuclear capaoilities
- sufficient to consiitute an important element in Soviet calculations, they

; need sophlsticated' weapons in some numbers. The cost and difnculty of

' developing and producing the appropriate weapons systems has proved
| very great. Together with the expenditures necessary to stay in the
| race against ')bsoléscence, these costs would be sufficient to dissuade the
1 bulk of European states from undertaking comparable programs, and
they would reallzé that their interests would not be served by a mere
.| token’ capabmty |In this connection, the British decision not to cevelop
! its own strategic missile system cannot but impress other European
countries!considering a weapons program, ‘

o

] If the French continue to encounter

technical |auncuiues mn wuie construction of the Pierrelatte gaseous dif-
| fusion plant they might seek German technical assistance, which they
‘ probably ccusider 'of more immediate benefit than financial assistance.
Although German scientists have no experience in the gaseous diffusion
Iof U—235,, they could be of great value to the French in certain areas
wsential to the prbcess If the French program continues to encounter

dimculties the French might find it worthwhile to go to the Germans for

’ﬂnancial as well és technical assistance in exchanje for some limited
| degree of German lpartlclpation in the French program. An additional

'

|
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- * DATE: MAY 2001

(hit1]
(hi(3]
(81




motive mlght be de,Gaulle s/interest in frustrating a ﬁs-spor ored (and,
in his oplnion US-controlled) NATO colleccive deterrent system.

36. We believe that the French program has thus far had little direct
effect on German attitudes'toward the acquisition of nuclear weapons.
We believe the Germans Wih limit their nuclear development programs
over the next few years to projects which are demonstrably peaceful.
For the time being, the principal interest is in having nuclear weapons
from whatever source immediately available for the defense of German
territory. While the Germans are extremely sensitive to any appearance
of discrimination within NATO, their sensitivity apparently is thus far
not acute with respect to the nuclear restrictions imposed on Germany
by treaty. If the Germans began to believe that their Allies, and espe-
cially the US, might not use nuclear weapons in the defense of the Fed-
eral Republic, German interest in a national capability would rise.

37. Thus far the Germans have endorsed the Nassau proposal for a
US-sponsored NATO multilateral nuclear force. We believe that once
this force is organized the Germans will expect it ultimately to develop
into a force free of a US veto. If this does not occur, the Germans might
become interested in a purely European multilateral force or even in
some sort of French-German arrangement. However, until such time
as West Germany is prepared to loosen its close ties with the US, the
attitude of the US with respect to German nuclear policy will continue
to be of overriding importance.

IV. POLICIES AND VATTITUDES OF THE MAJOR NUCLEAR POWERS
TOWARD PROLIFERATION

A. The Soviet Attitude Towafrd Proliferation

38. We believe that the USSR is reluctant to see a diffusion of nuclear
weapons. Within the Warsaw Pact, it is under no significant pressure
to make nuclear weapons available to its European allies, and we believe
that it will not in the foreseeable future. ' The Soviets have no military
reasons for doing so, and such action would, in the Soviet view, risk giv-
ing; an added impulse to West German arguments and efforts to acquire
an independent nuclear capability.

39. In general, we believe that the Soviet desire to avoid proliferation
will not prove so strong as to produce major changes in their policy.
The Soviets probably have doubts about the value of agreements de-
signed to prevent proliferation because of the obvious inability of the
US and UK to head off the|French program and their own inability to
handle China. ;In jany case, the USSR has thus far proved unwilling
to reach _agx'eement| with thé West against the transfer of nuclear weap-
ons and _weaponfs technologf, save on unacceptable terms. For example,

NP } i . ; ' : .
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the Soviets insist that any such arrangement must have a provision
which would exclude Germany from any multilateral nuclear force.

| 40. While the Sm‘rlets probably appreciate that current US proposals
for nuclear sharing| within NATO are intended to deny the Federal Re-
public an independent capability, they believe that the German role
in NATO is tound to grow. Thus they fear that present muitilateral
schemes will open t&le way to Germany’s having a major voice in NATO
nuclear, decislons a:nd perhaps to acquiring an independent national
capability. | The Soviets are probably a.c0 concerned that, even if the
multilateral force does not come about, Germany will become a nuclear
power through cooperation with France.

| 41, If the Soviets: concluded that West Germany was moving toward
the status of a nuclear power, they might feel compelled to take radical
measures to head off this development. Such measures might involve,
at one extx'leme, thr:eatening to provoke a major East-West crisis unless
assurance was given that West Germany would be prevented fron ac-
quiring control of nuclear weapons. At the other extreme, they might -
offer concessions opi reunification and disarmament in return for such
dssurances.‘[ ;On balance, however, we believe the Soviets will not make
any radical changes in their policy, but employ instead a mixture of
threats, appeals, anid proposals for regional disarmament.

! ! ;

B. The :Brifilsﬂ A"ifuLé Toward Proliferation

{ 42. The British are also ccnecerned about the spread of nuclear weap-
ons to .nonnuclear 'states which could use them independently. The
Macmillan government has had a strong interest in both a nondiffusion
agreement ‘and a te:st ban treaty and has long been more hopeful than
the US that compromise is possible. If the Labor Party gains power
we foresee no change of British policy on this score. Indeed, a Labor

government would be even more active in opposing proliferation.

[ .
C. The French Attitude Toward Proliferation _
43. The French attitude toward nuclear diffusion is as yet difficult to
determine.’ They have, of course, refused to take part in test ban and
other disarmament discussions. Once France has a fully operational
capability, however, we expect that its attitude on diffusion may well
become much the same a3 that of the other nuclear powers.

V. THE IMPLICATIONS OF A NONDIFFUSION AGREEMENT, A TEST BAN,
OR NUCLEAR FREE ZONES FOR NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

44. Proposals for, a broad nondiffusion agreement have included the
requirement that the nuslear powers agree not to transfer weapons to
the national control of nonnuclear powers or assist them in acquiring

‘ APPROVED FOR RELEASE
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weapons. Nonnuclear signatories would be required to agree not to
manufacture nuclear weapons, acquire national control over them, or
seek nuclear weapons assistance. If the US, UK, and the USSR could
come together on the terms of such an agreement it would, of course,
prevent the acquisition of nuclear weapons by any nonnuclear signa-
tories. Communist China would, however, almost certainly refuse to
sign. ‘The French would certainly not sign unless they were considered

one of the nuclear powers; even if this were done, we believe that Frenc_tL

adherence would be doubtful.

Nevertheless, the very existence OI SUCIl &Il @glCCIIICiiL WOUIL CUTISUINGLS
a political and psychological inhibition to the initiation of an independ-
ent weapons capability by other nonsignatories and would reinforce inter-
nal opposition where it already existed.

45. A comprehensive nuclear test ban treaty, while also slowing the
pace of diffusion, would be subject to many of the same difficulties as a
nondiffusion agreement. Communist China would clearly reject such
an agreement. France would almost certainly not sign it at least until
such a time as it had developed a thermonuclear warhead for medium-
range missiles. ] i I i

i — e LY S
test ban treaty would 1mpOSe Serious INnILatlons on the development of
a nuclear capability by nonnuclear signatories. If the agreement was
limited to an atmospheric test ban, the development of a nuclear weap-
ons program would be mor:e difficult and expensive for the signatories.
Underground testing, although more expensive and technically less re-
warding, is one road, albeit 8 bumpy one, to a weapons capability. Aside
from technical considerations, a nuclear tesi ban agreement, like a non-
diffusion agreement, would be a strong political and psychological deter-
rent to tpe acquisition of nuclear weapons.

46. The creation]of regional nonnuclear zones, such as the one pro-
posed by Brazil foxf South America, could have a significant long-term
effect on the spread of nu¢lear weapons. There are many regions of
the world where there would be wide public support for the creation
of such a zone. Prospects for agreement are brightest in those areas,
such as South America and Sub-Sahara Africa, where there are presently
no aspiring nuclear powers land where the major powers have no desire
to locakte| nuclear viveapons stems. 1

i 1 ' i
Vi. BROAD IMPLICNIONS OF NUCLEAR PROLIFERATION

47. In]strictly nx;ultary terms, the nuclear proliferation likely to occur
over thefnext 10 years will !almost certainly not upset global power re-
lationships. None |of the prospective or potential nuclear powers will
acquire capabilities which, |if added to those of the US or the USSR,
would significantly atiect East-West military relationships, or bulk large
militarily as an independent force. We do not believe China capable
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of acquiring more t_han a relatively small operational capability in this
decadefi ) -

1ne otner potential nuclear powers would not, we Deileve, SeeK or be
able to achieve more than small forces of local significance. Thus the
impact of such proliferation as takes place will come from the political
and psychological effects of the existence of such new weapons, and
the possibility thu.t|hostluties arising out of existing or future contro-
versies could escalate into a serious confrontation invoiving the major
powersI |

! 48, Speaking in the broadest of terms, we do not believe that prolif-
eration‘over the next decade will produce major realignments in the
relations of states or lead to new combinations of allies and enemies.
What nuclear proliferation will do is to intensify, as it already has, the
strains within the major power groupings. The efforts of France and
Communist China to develop their own weapons systems represent a

direct challenge to the leaders of their respective alliances—the US and

the USSR. France, already disposed to pursue independent policies,
is further encouraged to do so by its new status as an emerging nuclear
power. China has!'similar aspirations which nuclear weapons would
also encourage. Their pursuit of independent policies might encourage
others to pursue policies inconsistent with those of their alliance leaders.
At least for the foreseeable future, relations within and between alliance
systems will probably be made more unpredictable by the addition of
new nuclear powers.

49. The foregoing conclusions are based on our estimate that there
will not be widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons over the next 10
years. We have estimated that an increasing number of nations will
actively pursue nuclear energy programs right up to the threshold of
a weapsns capability. Such programs could be justifiec domestically
as a source of energy and as providing a stimulus to the development
of technological gkills and sophisticated industries. Such a threshold
capability would facilitatg the development of a weapons program if
circumstances required.

] o Il avaviviial uun-
PETAlIVES alia AINDIUOIS Change, alll witll SUCIl CHRIIETS could come
new nuclear powers. Moreover, we cannot exclude the possibility that
some time within the next decade a country with a growing sense of
national ambition such as Indonesia may decide to enter the nuclear
weapons fleld. Finally, the development of broadly based peaceful
pregrams by additional countries could lay the foundation for weapons
programs beyond the next 10 years.

- 50. A new nuclear power may be emboldened by the possession of
nuclear weapons ta a more vigorous pursuit of its. objectives against
enemy states, and the resuit may be an increase in the frequency of
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local crises. However, we .do not believe that in the case of most of
the potential nuclear powers considered earlier, the acquisition of a
nuclear arsenal would produce more aggressive international behavior.
In any case, the psychological impact of becoming a nuclear power will
in due course diminish, and countries with this new capability will
- probably experiencc the practical and difficult problem of translating
- it into measurable political grins. Furthermore, the very presence
t ‘of nuclear weapons, an entirely new element in the experience of regional
enemies, wili probably bring a new sense of prudence into the calculations
Ci of such rivals when one or another is considering the aggravation of
t a local controversy

{ i P 51. Should local crises actually erupt into open con.dct it is more
| A difficult to estimate the probable effect of nuclear weapons in the hands
i of one or more of the antagonists It seems clear, however, that the
| situation would be potentially more dangerous than in the absence of
‘ such weapons, if only becadse of the additional uncertai.ties introduced
: by their presence. | There is a tendency for the US and the USSR to
E become involved jn local crises in any event, but their involvement might
in some cases be more likely if the possible use of nuclear weapons was
, at stake Although the involvement of the major powers in such a
, conflict iwould. create the [potential for escalation into general war,
we believe that such an escalation is unlikely. The possession of nuclear
f weapons by local antagonists would almost certainly introduce elements
Y of prudence into their own éalculations and the pressure of world opinion
v } for restraint would be of maximum effectiveness against the smaller

|

|

l

powers. : The involvement of the US and USSR could be expected to
add to the forces of prudence and restraint, since it would almost cer-
tainly be in the US and Soﬁ'let interest to see the hostilities brought to
a halt. Moreover, we do not believe that even in the event that one
or the other of the local antagonists actually uses a nuclear weapon,
the major powers 'would necessarlly feel compelled to raise the crisis
to the level of an East—West confrontation.

52. As the number of countries with nuclear weapons increases, the
risk of junintentional or unauthorized detonation of such weapons
will also rise, and for more than purely statistical reasons. Elaborate
safety measures such as those developed by the US are expensive and
temptingly easy to dispense with, even by a country with considerable
financial and technological resources. The accidental detonation of
a nuclear weapon in any part of the world could have far reaching
; consequences. - Unless the jcircumstances were very quickly explained,
I understood and believed, the reaction of peoples and perhaps govern-
‘ ments would probably be confused, even panic stricken. If the oc-
currence was in the territory of one of the major powers (e.g., through
the accidental firing from another country of a missile with a nuclear
warhead), there is some slight chance that a nuclear exchange would

e
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be touched off immediately. The odds are, of course, strongly against

such an escalation; :the major powers recognize that the diffusion of

nuclear weapons will 1acrease the chances of an sccidental detonation

and would probably react cautiously tn any such incident. '
|

53. In the case of a serious reactor accident, or an accidental weapons
detonation on the soil of the owner, the consequences would depend
on the attendant circumstances. In general, the impact of a nuclear
accident on world opinion, particularly if life and property were lost,
and considerable contamination occurred, would almost certainly serve
to restrain most governments considering a weapons program. More
specifically, if the accident came as the result of a country’s efforts to
develop a national weapons capability and occurred within a populated
area, domestic opposition might become strong enough to cause abandon-
ment of the program. There would also be strong public pressure within -
the area where the accident occurred to remove all nuclear weapons
systems, regardless of origin. For example, a French nuclear accident
might not only affect the future of the French program by arousing
domestic resistance but also provide an emotional issue which would
be exploited by those who want US nuclear weapons withdrawn from -
Europe. -

54. The spread of nuclear weapons also raises the possibility that
the actions of a nuclear power other than the US and USSR could
trigger a general war. We believe, however, that a deliberate nuclear
attack on the Soviet Union or the US by one of these powers is extremely
unlikely. Nonetheless, even the possibility is enough to inject a new
element of uncertainty into both alliance systems and into East-West
relations. ' . _
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R ANNEX A

_ESTIMATED COSTS OF DEVELOPING AN OPERATIONAL
| | NUCLEAR CAPABILITY
|

HYPOTHET ICAL MINIMUM PROGRAM

|
. Nuclear Weapons

' 1L A program for the production of one to two low-yield all-plutonium

g fission weapons per|year, to be delivered by existing aircraft (bombers or
q P modified commercial aircraft), would cost on the order of $140 million to
. | L

$180 million. This to.al includes $70 million to $90 million for the con-
struction and operation of basic research facilities; $40 million to $50
» million for the acquisition of materials and the production of plutonium;
: é and $30 million to $40 million for weapons research, develcoment, and
Co fabrication. Adcitional outlays of $20 million to $30 million per year
SR would be required for the annual operation of this program.

B. Dellw vy Ve hicles '

2. The actual costs of delivery systems, aircraft or missiles, would
depend upon the sophistication desired and whether or not these systems
were developed indigenously or procured from an external source. If
the requirement were only to obtain from others a delivery vehicle large
enough to accommodate a crude weapon, the incremental costs would
be relatively small—much smaller for an aircraft system than for a
missile system. The costs of developing and producing a delivery sysiem
would, of course, be large.

Il. A MODERATE PROGRAM THE FRENCH EXAMPLE

A. Nuclear Program

3. On the basis of official French figures, we estimate that, by the
end of 1962, France had spent about $2.5 billion on its nuclear program,
including expenditures for peaceful purposes.
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- B. Delivery Capabilities

5. For the next few years, the French intend to use the erage IV
light jet bomber for the delivery of nuclear weapons pending the de-
velopment of ‘a nuclear poweted submarine ballistic missile system.
A token delivery capability with the Mirage IV will probably exist by the
end of this year, but the projected force of 57 will not be operational
before the end of 1966. The French have announced that thev will
achieve an lnitial operational capability with nuclear submarines by

1969,

6. Delivery systems will add appreciably to the costs of the French
nuclear weapons progra.m Thus, the force of 50 Mirage IV’s might
well cost a total equivalent to some one-half billion US dollars, including
one-quarter billion for t.he basic aircraft and the balance for XC-135
tankers, modifications, and such possibilities as an air-to-surface missile.
The three nuclear-powered ballistic missile submarines now programmed
will cost on the order of $i 5 billion to $2 billion, exclusive of warheads,
and a modest surface-to—sdrface intermediate range ballistic missile pro-
gram $650 million to $850 mlmon also exclusive of warheads.®

! L] :
C. General ' | | !

7. The costs of, these programs are to be met in part by increases
in total military sperding and in part by reductions in conventional
forces. | Defense Minister Messmer noted in a recent article that an
increase in military expenditures of one billion new francs (NF) per
year is expected until 1970 even though military expenditures are limited
to a constant share of gross national product. Earlier in vhe article
he cited the present mllitary share of GNP as 7.4 percent (presumably

at factor cost).
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*These estimated costs are for developing and producing the delivery systdiBRROVED FOR RELEASE
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